
Educational Research and Reviews Vol. 6(19), pp. 969-973, 19 November, 2011 
Available online at http://www.academicjournals.org/ERR 
DOI: 
ISSN 1990-3839 ©2011 Academic Journals 
 
 
 

Full Length Research Paper 
 

Development tasks supporting scale for fathers 
 

Perihan ÜNÜVAR1* and Hülya ŞAHĐN2 
 

1Department of Preschool Education, Faculty of Education, Mehmet Akif Ersoy University, Turkey. 
2Department of Counseling and Guidance, Faculty of Education, Mehmet Akif Ersoy University, Turkey. 

 
Accepted 2 July, 2011 

 
In present study, “development tasks supporting scale” (DTSS) for fathers has been developed. Study 
group consists of 205 fathers with children between ages 3-6 attending pre-school education 
institutions. Validity and reliability tests have been conducted on the 36-item trial form of the scale. For 
the validity test, expert views, explanatory and confirmatory factor analysis, bottom and top 27% group 
discrimination and item total correlation coefficients have been calculated. At the end of explanatory 
factor analysis, a structure with 17 items and five dimensions has been obtained. Five dimensions 
explain 64.46% of the total variance. As a result of confirmatory factor analysis (CFA), it has been 
determined that compatibility statistics of scale are [RMSEA (0.03), RMR (0.07) and SRMR (0.05), GFI 
(0.93), AGFI (0.89), NNFI (0.98), CFI (0.98)] near perfection. Cronbach alpha value of the reliability of 
scale has been calculated as 0.84 and re-tests reliability as 0.86. 
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INTRODUCTION 
 
According to traditional parenthood approach, mothers 
are responsible for child care whereas men are bread 
winners (Aryee and Luk, 1996; Lamb, 1995; Maurer, 
Pleck and Rane, 2004; Pleck, 1976). After becoming a 
family, the tendency of men and women towards 
traditional gender roles increases even more (Burke and 
Cast, 1997; Entwisle and Doering, 1981; Maurer, Pleck 
and Rane, 2004; Rossi, 1984). Men are losing their 
monopoly on the role of the provider, but have not yet 
gained acceptance into the role of the primary caregiver 
of children. While men are losing their ability to compete 
with mom for the provider role, acceptance of women in 
the role of the provider exceeds acceptance of men in the 
role of caregiver (Colombo, 2008; Deutsch and Saxon, 
1998; Drobeck, 1998; Lamb, 1995; Pleck and Lavine, 
1987; Riggs, 1997; Wentworth and Chell, 2001; 
Zimmerman, 2000). 

In pre-school period the most essential factor providing  
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environmental support for children development is mother 
and father (Clerkin et al., 2007). Therefore mothers and 
fathers are supposed to spend quality time with their  
children to support their development. Various 
researches indicate that parents who provide more care 
to their children have a positive effect on the 
development of their children in several fields (Fagan and 
Inglesias, 1999; Pleck and Masciadrelli, 2004; Amato, 
1993; Flouri and Buchanon, 2004). 

According to literature, it was observed that various 
scales were developed to determine parents’ parenting 
efficacies. One of these is the “parenting” scale 
developed by Arnold, O’Leary, Wolf and Acker (1993) for 
the mothers having 1.5-4 age group children. Reitmen, 
Currier, Hupp, Rhode, Murpy and O’Callagan (2001) 
used the scale developed by Arnold et al. for the mothers 
having 3.5-4.5 age group children who attended Head-
Start program and examined their psychometric 
properties. Steele, Nesbitt, Daniel and Forehand (2005) 
used the same scale in the low-income African American 
sample and for the low-income African American mothers 
and examined their factor structures. Karazsia, Van 
Dulmen and Wildman (2008), on the other hand, made 
the same scale’s confirmatory factor analysis with 
mothers having 2-16 age group children. Another part of 
the scale regarding parenting is the scale aiming at 
measuring parents’ self-efficacies (Jones ve Prinz,  2005). 
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Whatley and Knox (2005) developed the traditional 
fatherhood scale which has 10 items and aims at determining 
traditionality of fathers. In the related studies it was seen 
that they were mostly performed with mothers, that the 
scales developed in the area were mostly related to the 
parent efficacies and directed to mothers. Although the 
fatherhood roles have changed, any scale directed to 
determining fathers’ behaviors of supporting their 
children’s development tasks was not observed. 

In present study, parallel to changing fatherhood roles, 
in order to detect the degree of effect of fathers on the 
development of children aged between 3-6 development 
task support scale (DTSS) for Fathers was developed. 
The DTSS is a seven point Likert type scale showing the 
agreement on each item. 
 
 
METHODOLOGY 
 
Participants 
 
205 fathers have participated in research however data 
gathered from 25 fathers who filled the form incomplete 
were not included in analysis. Fathers are between ages 
26 and 45 and age average is 37.3. 
 
 
Materials and procedure 
 

DTSS for fathers was developed in the study. The DTSS 
is a seven point Likert type scale showing the agreement 
on each item. For the validity test, expert views, 
explanatory and confirmatory factor analysis, bottom and 
top 27% group discrimination and item total correlation 
coefficients were calculated. 
 
 
RESULTS 
 

Based on Erikson and Havighurst’s definitions of psycho-
social development features and development tasks of 
pre-school children, a 45-item scale development form 
has been prepared. In line with expert views 6 items have 
been deleted from the scale and 39-item trial form has 
been formed. 
 
 

Validity finding 
 

Construct validity 
 

Explanatory and confirmatory factor analysis has been 
conducted for construct validity. Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin 
statistics and Bartlett test for sphericity have been 
executed. The findings proved that (KMO = 0.781; X2 

136 = 
1.104, p=0.000) data are compatible with factor analysis 
(Tabachnick and Fidell, 2001). 

At the end of Varimax orthogonal rotation, 22 items 
providing low factor load have been deleted and as a 
result of repeated analyses a five-dimensional construct 
with 17 items has been formed. First dimension has been 
named as supporting  language  development   (Example  

 
 
 
 
item: I make explanations on the rules of speech), 
second dimension as spending quality time together 
(Example item: we go together to the movies, plays or 
kids events), third dimension as supporting action 
development (example item: I assist him/her in playing 
games involving leaping and jumping ), fourth dimension 
as supporting emotional development (example item: I 
tell him/her that I love him/her), fifth dimension as 
developing self-care skills (example item: I teach how to 
brush teeth). The first six items of the scale form the first 
dimension; 7-10th items form the second dimension; 11-
13th items form the third dimension, 14-15th items form 
the fourth dimension; 16-17th items form the fifth 
dimension. 

17 items in the scale with factor loading from 0.53 to 
0.91 were loaded on one of the five factors. These five 
factors accounted for 64.46% of the variance. Factor 1 
accounted for 30% of the variance and contained six 
items all characterized by supporting language 
development. Factor 2, referred as spending quality time 
together accounted for 11.32% of the variance and 
included four items. Factor 3, accounted for 7.93% of the 
variance and contained three items all characterized by 
supporting action development. Factor 4 accounted for 
7.70% of  the   variance   and   contains   two   items   all 
characterized by supporting emotional development and 
Factor 5, referred as supporting self-care skills accounted 
for 6,86% of the variance and included two items. 
Numbers in parentheses indicated item numbers of the 
items in the scale. 

Five-factor structure of scale has been examined by 
confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) which was crated via 
Lisrel 8.54 package program (Jöreskog and Sörbom, 
2001). In all LISREL analyses maximum likelihood 
technique has been employed. The measurement model 
was evaluated with the following fit indexes (Byrne, 
1989). The following commonly used criteria were utilized 
in evaluating the adequacy of models: RMSEA < 0.08 
(Browne and Cudeck, 1993), Standardized RMR <0.05, 
GFI ≥ 0.90, CFI≥ .90, IFI ≥ 0.90, NFI ≥0.90, AND RFI ≥ 
0.90 (Bentler, 1990) and X2

/df < 5 (Marsh and Hocevar, 
1985). 

According to the results of the first CFA, findings that 
support five-dimensional structure of scale have been 
obtained but error covariance between five dimensions 
was detected to be high. In line with proposed correction 
the relation between item 9 and item 23 as well as item 
31 and item 32 has been included in the model and CFA 
was remade. DTSS structural graphic obtained through 
CFA has been given in Figure 1. 

Confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) findings were such: 
X

2 
= 121.44 N; = 180, df = 105 and p = 0.13. The ratio of 

chi-square value of scale to degree of freedom was 
determined as 1.15 so the scale is highly compatible. 
Compatibility statistics of the model shown in Figure 1 for 
SAPPH is given in Table 1. 

As Table 1 is analyzed it surfaces that [RMSEA (0.03), 
RMR   (0.07)  and  SRMR  (0.05),  GFI  (0.93),  AGFI  (0.89),
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Figure 1. SAPPH’s path diagram. Chi-square = 121.44, df = 105, p-value = 0.13012, RMSEA = 0.030. 

 
 
 

Table 1. CFA Model-data compatibility indexes. 
 

Model RMSEA GFI AGFI CFI NNFI RMR SRMR 
Five Factor SFH model 0.03 0.93 0.89 0.98 0.98 0.07 0.05 

 
 
 
NNFI (0.98) and CFI (0.98)], all compatibility statistics are 
near perfection. According to obtained findings it can 
reasonably be argued that DTSS achieved construct 
validity. 

DTSS’s items discriminative features have been 
examined. t-test was performed to the top 27% and 
bottom 27% groups’ mean points for each item. The 
results showed that t-values of all items in the scale were 
significant at p< 0.000 level. Accordingly, it is reasonable 
to say that each item all through the scale has the power 
to discriminate the top and bottom score takers. 

In the whole scale, each item’s item-total correlation 
coefficients changed between 0.32 and 0.55. Cronbach 
alpha coefficients of the items changed between 0.82 and 
0.84. 
 
 

Reliability findings 
 
To examine the reliability of the scale,  Cronbach’s  alpha 

coefficient as an internal consistency estimate of 
reliability and for the test stability, test-retest correlations 
were calculated. The calculated Cronbach alpha 
coefficient is 0.84 for the whole scale, 0.81 for the first 
factor which includes six items, 0.70 for the second factor 
which includes four items, 0.73 for the third factor which 
includes three items, 0.86 for the fourth factor which 
includes two items and 0.77 for the fifth factor which 
includes two items. DTSS’s stability level was calculated 
via test-retest method. The scale’s Pearson correlation 
coefficient of 0.86 (p<.000) was obtained. 
 
 
Scoring 
 
Receiving high score from the total scale indicates that the 
child is supported in development fields whereas low 
score indicates that the child is not supported in 
development fields. Minimum  17,  maximum  119  scores 
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can be received from the scale. 
 
 
DISCUSSION 
 
In this literature, it stands out that parenting roles are 
usually shaped in line with the traditional roles. Within the 
scope of these traditionally defined roles, father is in the 
place of the head of the family who is held responsible for 
the economic aspects of family  (Aryee and Luk, 1996; 
Burke and Cast, 1997; Entwisle and Doering, 1981; 
Lamb, 1995; Maurer et al., 2004; Pleck, 1976; Rossi, 
1984). However, it is a result obtained from various 
studies that with time these traditional roles undergo 
some changes and especially the fatherhood 
responsibilities change (Cabrera et al., 2008; Cook et al., 
2005; McMahon, 1999; Palkovitz, 1985). Fagan and 
Inglesias (1999) discovered that fathers’ participation in 
child care and raise affected children’s cognitive skills, 
social skills, internal locus of control and empathy levels 
positively. Similarly, Pleck and Masciadrelli (2004) also 
emphasized the importance of fathers’ participation in 
child care. They stated that fathers’ participation provided 
higher self-respect in children and increased children’s 
skills of controlling things happening in their lives. Flouri 
and Buchanon (2004) discovered that the psychologies 
and academic successes of children were better when 
they were in close relationships with their fathers were 
better. Fathers who were more concerned with their 
children affected their children’s developments in various 
areas positively. In line with these results, it was 
observed that fathers, instead of traditional fatherhood, 
started to become fathers who contributed to the 
children’s development more, who experienced effective 
sharing with their children and who contributed to the 
house work more. 

Results of the validity and reliability studies show that 
the scale has acceptable psychometric properties. At the 
end of explanatory and confirmatory factor analyses of the 
scale a five dimensional structure with “supporting 
language development”, “spending quality time together”, 
“supporting action development”, “supporting emotional 
development”   and “supporting self-care development” 
has been formed.  

Pre-school period is a critical time to gain many 
conducts to children. During this period parents are 
equally responsible as teachers in the cognitive, social 
and emotional development of children. Present scale 
can be utilized by the academicians specializing in this 
field as well as pre-school teachers inclined to inform the 
parents. In that way fathers’ awareness on their 
changing roles shall be elevated. Furthermore the results 
obtained from scale shall be guiding for fathers to spend 
better quality time with their children. Early childhood period is 
a critical period for learning many behaviors. In this period, 
parents are responsible for their children’s cognitive, 
social and emotional development as much as teachers 
are. Scale can  be  used  by  the  academicians  studying  

 
 
 
 
this subject and counselor teachers working in pre-
school education institutions. Counselor teachers can 
determine fathers’ levels of supporting their children’s 
developments and can provide consultancy services for 
pre-school teachers and fathers. Therefore, fathers’ 
awareness of the changing fatherhood roles could be 
increased. Besides, the results acquired from the scale 
can be guiding for fathers in terms of spending quality 
time with their children. 

It is thought that the scale will contribute to the father-
oriented studies which will cover the early childhood 
period. This scale can be also used for testing the 
efficiency of the parent education studies. 
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